EVIDENCE SUBMITTED TO THE HOUSE OF COMMONS PUBLIC 
ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE ON 22 MAY 2012 



1. My name is Eddie Hutchinson and I was employed by 2 companies (Working Links 
from 2007 to 2010, and A4e Limited from 2010 to 201 1 ,) which operate in the weifare- 
to-work sector as contractors to the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) and 
other funding agencies, 

2. lama CIPFA accountant, having qualified in 1 983, and I also hold a Master of Science 
degree in Audit Management and Consultancy. I have performed senior roles in 
finance and internal audit for organisations in both the public and private sectors for 
the past 30 years. 

3. Whilst J headed the internal audit functions for the above-named companies, the focus 
of my work and that of the audit teams was regularly disrupted by the requirement to 
investigate recurring incidents of fraud and irregularities that were perpetrated in each 
of these entities, though this was not the primary objective of my job role with 
these organisations. 

4. Furthermore, within each company there were occasions in which I encountered 
unethical behaviour or wrong-doing that fell way below standards that should be 
expected of organisations funded by significant sums from the public purse, which they 
primarily received under a variety of contracts undertaken for the main purpose of 
enabling unemployed jobseekers to be brought back into work. 

5. Another feature of working for each organisation was the lack of effective corporate 
governance and risk management, poor transparency, weak management, inadequate 
control systems and a prevailing environment or culture that allowed fraud and 
unethical practices to be committed in many geographical locations throughout the UK. 

A4e (Action for Employment) Ltd 

6. I was appointed to the position of Head of Audit by A4e in October 2010, reporting 
directly to the Head of Group Risk, Sarah Aston, who later was redesignated with the 
job title of Group Assurance Director. This was unannounced by the company, and 
nor was it communicated by my fine manager, and I only became aware of the new job 
title on receiving subsequent emails from my manager, which showed the changed 
job title beneath her name. 

h When I asked my line manager if congratulations were in order, she replied that the 
owner of the company, Emma Harrison, did not like the word 'risk' being used (despite 
risk management being a fundamental requirement of any entity that operated in this 
sector), because of what she perceived as being its negative connotations. 

I Similarly, my manager reported to the Executive Director of Finance, Mark Stanley, 
whom I was never introduced to throughout my tenure with A4e, albeit that a Head of 
Audit would usually have a working relationship with the most senior finance manager 
in the company. 



i 



9. This became a source of increasing frustration to me in carrying out my job role with 
A4e, and when I asked my line manager about Mark Stanley, his responsibilities and 
what he was hk ?> she responded by saying that Mark had no time whatsoever for risk 

_ rnana^emej^ut that he had 'other good skill stM 1 ^^^^M^^j^ Siitm - 

10. Each of these conversations was to prove an early indication of the sort of difficulties I 
woufd encounter when endeavouring to perform my independent and professional role 
as Head of Audit to A4e. However, I could not possibly have anticipated the complete 
absence of corporate governance and accountability that prevailed within the 
organisation, or the practicai restraints that hindered me in the effective delivery of mv 
job role. 
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The key objectives of carrying out a head of internal audit role include objectively 
reviewing and reporting upon the effectiveness of risk management, governance and 
internal controls, in order to provide effective assurance to management of the 
organisation, and its stakeholders and customers. A critical component of these 
arrangements is the existence of a robust audit committee that oversees this process 
and acts as the guardian of corporate governance within the entity. 

I therefore enquired about A4e's Audit Committee, its composition, the frequency of 
meetings and its specific role. I was staggered to learn that there was a Quality and 
Audit Committee in existence, but that this did not operate at all in the way required by 
corporate governance and, in effect, it often acted as no more than a 'talking shop' that 
met from time to time, with attendance by senior management apparently optional. 

13. I confirmed that this was indeed the case when I perused the minutes of previous 
Quality and Audit Committee meetings. In the minutes of one such meeting when 
various reports were discussed including a strategic risk register for the company one 
senior executive had commented that this needed to be more 'touchy feely' In my 
professional opinion, this cannot possibly be the case if an organisation is serious 
about implementing effective risk management arrangements and sound governance. 

I also found that there were huge barriers to me successfully delivering the audit role 
including excessive interference by my line manager who, despite my knowledge' 
expertise and high standing in the profession, tightly controlled my work, amended 
audit reports that I prepared with members of the audit team, excluded me from audit 
committee meetings, and provided me with little or no information on decisions arising 
from A4e's senior management team meetings. 

I was tasked with managing a team of 7 auditors dispersed throughout the UK but 
only learnt some months after commencing my role that there were previously 4 
people who managed the auditors, including my line manager (in her previous role) 
and 3 other managers, whereas now I had sole responsibility for all 7 audit staff. 

A further problem was that the programme of work set out for the audit team was no 
more than a series of compliance-type reviews that did not in any shape reflect the 
modern risk-based role for internal audit- Many of these reviews had been ongoing for 
several months prior to my arrival as Head of Audit and, with the exception of some 
finance audits, where arrangements were more established, were extremely difficult 
to progress due to little appetite or support from A4e's senior managers. 
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17. More worryingly, it quickly became evident that the incidence of frauds and 
irregularities was a major problem for the company. Within weeks of my 
commencement as A4e's Head of Audit, an ever-increasing volume of frauds came to 
my attention, often via a particular direct report of mine in the audit team, who 
often investigated these matters and who had previously worked for the Police. 

18. On an inordinate amount of occasions, my direct report would copy me in on emails 
regarding potential frauds arising in a number of A4e offices throughout the UK, 
including some days in which 2 or 3 separate instances occurred that required 
investigation. In addition, he from time to time informed me of his suspicions or 
concerns regarding specific managers and the poor procedures that they followed. 

19. It was in these early weeks that my attention was drawn to analogue of frauds that 
had been carried out within A4e, including reference to a previous revleir^oTFraud 
among some of A4e's top recruiters in several offices of the company. The more I 
learnt, the more as^o^nished I became that my fine manager had made no mention of 
these previous, occurrences or "the extent of fraud within A4e J s operations either during 
my induction period, or in subsequent one-to-one meetings with her in the weeks after 
I commenced as A4e Head of Audit. 

20. The type of frauds perpetrated by operational staff within A4e usually related 
specifically to the falsification of job outcome evidence on a number of legacy 
welfare-to-work contracts, such as the Prime Contract undertaken on behalf of the 
DWP. The objective of this contract was to get long term unemployed back into 
sustained employment positions in some of the worst unemployment black spots in 
the country in which specific employment zones had been established, 

21. Such contracts from memory attracted a payment of around £1,300 to A4e for each 
jobseeker placed into work and this was followed by a payment of around £3,000 to 
A4e once this placement became a sustained job. The fraud carried out was usually 
that job outcome evidence required to be completed under the contract would be 
fabricated by the falsifying of employers signatures by some A4e staff involved, which 
meant that erroneous jobs were recorded and targets for job outcomes apparently met. 
This then secured a bonus payment for the staff involved under A4e's incentive bonus 
system. 

22. Whilst bonus schemes were set up to incentivise efforts to obtain suitable employment 
for clients, and this encouraged commitment from responsible employees to secure 
jobs for clients, it also drove inappropriate behaviour on behalf of those people who 
were prepared to engage in malpractice for personal gain where no such job existed. 
In some instances, this was instigated by groups of recruiters who would subsequently 
share the bonus payments within a group or pool of staff that engaged in this activity, 

23. The existence of such fraud was allowed to take place primarily due to the inadequacy 
of management control procedures, including the absence of any meaningful 
supervisory checking routines or processes. It is also possible that the emphasis on 
targets and the achievement of job outcome performance, including pressure exerted 
by more 'forceful' senior managers and the prevailing cultures within a number of 
locations, may have contributed to the perpetration of such frauds on some occasions. 
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24. This exposed A4e to the possibility of financial loss where these frauds were 
identified, and sanctions imposed by the DWP including penalties and repayments 
and at worst it could potentially result in the removal of contracts from the contracting 
organisation (i.e. A4e) as well as a severe impact on the reputation of the organisation. 

25. The practical implications for the Ae4 audit team that f managed were that special 
investigations, potential frauds and other matters including issues highlighted through 
employee whistle-blowing disclosures, inevitably disrupted planned audit work within 
the team, due to the resources required in order to respond to and manage each 
occurrence, to successfully investigate the matter and then formally report on the 
outcome of each fraud investigation. 

26. Within weeks of my appointment as Head of Audit to A4e in October 201 0, 1 received a 
glimpse' of what was to come when I was personally required by my manager to 
investigate fraud allegations in the Newcastle-upon-Tyne office in the North East This 
particular fraud related specifically to the use of an 'Interchangeable' office stamp 
which was deployed to endorse job outcome evidence in order to provide 
confirmation of the placement of jobseekers with local companies. 

27. The use of such stamps had in fact been outlawed by A4e following previous misuse 
within A4e offices in 2009, resulting in an instruction being issued by the Commercial & 
Compliance Manager on the process to be followed when an employer was unable to 
provide acceptable evidence to support a job outcome claim. This allowed managers 
to purchase a company stamp on behalf of an employer and to then 'gift' the stamp to 
that company under a covering letter. The instruction stressed that under no 
circumstances should stamps be provided for employers and then retained by A4e. 

28. Despite this precise instruction being issued, such a stamp had evidently been 
procured at the request of the manager in Newcastle and then issued to the team to 
enable job outcome evidence to be stamped by A4e, rather than the employer, to 
confirm that jobseekers had secured jobs. 

29. My investigation confirmed the facts surrounding the stamp and, in my investigation 
report, I specifically recommended that action should be considered with regard to the 
Newcastle manager's actions, which flouted approved procedures. Disappointingly no 
action was taken by senior management to deal with this situation, however, despite 
the clarity of my report findings and recommendations. 

30. Such was the lack of action by senior management that this same issue was to occur 
again in another A4e office location (Norwich) just a couple of months later, when the 
audit team was again asked to investigate this malpractice. 

31. The increasing volume of such fraud investigations in A4e in the first quarter of 201 1 
meant that my own focus and time, and the finite resources of my direct report's time 
and that of other staff involved, were being continually diverted away from the more 
business-critical A4e priorities, plans and projects at the time (i.e. our 'day job*) 
including pressing preparations for the new Work Programme contract that was 
replacing the former Flexible New Deal contract provision. 



32. It became almost a source of embarrassment to me as A4e Head of Audit that the 
monthly board contributions' report I had to prepare for my fine manager became 
increasingly focused on fraud investigations, which was to the detriment of the core 
planned audit work that should have been undertaken by my team and reported upon, 

33. This situation worsened significantly in February 201 1 with our increasing involvement 
in investigating and reporting upon a major fraud carried out in A4e*s Thames Valley 
region, relating to malpractice in locations including Slough and Reading on the DWP's 
ESF (European Social Fund) contract. My recollection is that this indicated a total 
claim value at risk on this contract at the time amounting to £125,800 (based on 74 job 
outcomes at £1 ,700 per outcome claimed). 

34. It was difficult to be exact regarding the actual amount at risk on this contract as this 
was, in effect, a 'moving target'. Ongoing checks were being conducted and we had 
assistance from 2 other teams within A4e, the central administration unit and 
district support team, which meant that in internal audit we did not have direct control 
over the figures calculated. In addition, operational management were dealing with the 
staff involved, some of whom were under suspension from work, some of whom had 
resigned, and there were others who were being dealt with and faced potential 
disciplinary action as the investigation progressed, 

35. In overall terms, however, suffice to say that the situation was extremely 
unsatisfactory. It was clear that management supervision and controls at these 
locations were extremely poor, and that some of these issues as well as the prevailing 
culture within the organisation had existed for some considerable time, including 
systemic fraud that had been perpetrated and continued to be undertaken within the 
company's operations. 

36. I firmly believe that the attention of A4e's top management should have been 
focused on dealing more decisively with the underlying issues and unethical culture 
including addressing and eradicating any instances of unacceptable behaviour within 
the company. 

37 I am afso of the opinion that the matter should have been directly referred to the Police 
to investigate at a very early juncture - i.e. as soon as it was evident that there were 
extensive irregularities - and that A4e should have sent out a clear message 
demonstrating zero tolerance towards any inappropriate or fraudulent behaviour by its 
employees. 

38. Further fraud came to our attention, again in February 201 1, in relation to job outcome 
evidence on the New Deal for Disabled People contract administered from the 
A4e office in Glasgow. A number of job outcomes were in question and in one case 
an employee involved simply left a letter of resignation on the manager's desk along 
with an explanation that she had falsified the evidence and confirming that one of the 
jobs did not exist. The fetter afso contained £200 that she had misappropriated from a 
'back to work fund', f remember making a note on the correspondence I had at this 
time documenting how this was evidently a regular occurrence i.e. an individual 
commits a fraud or frauds, gets found out (having taken a calcufated risk), accepts the 
circumstances and then resigns in a bid to pre-empt further action by A4e. 




39. In terms of anti-fraud measures etc, it was a requirement of my role and that of other 
managers in the Assurance team in A4e to review and comment upon various policies 
and procedures that were being established with great haste to support bids to 
secure the Work Programme contracts that the Government was introducing. 

40. Given my professional background and expertise in areas including Anti-Fraud and 
Corruption and Whistle-blowing policies, I had a major input into proposed changes to 
such documents. It was clear to me that policies and processes required strengthening 
considerably ,„ these instances. In my opinion, the over-arching govemanS 
arrangements .n particular needed to be more robust, especially in the light of ongoing 
frauds and irregularities that impacted the organisation and its reputation. 

41. It was therefore extremely disappointing, for example, when I made clear 
recommendations designed to strengthen corporate governance and tighten internal 
controls, which essentially would have increased the level of protection afforded to A4e 
rejected Stakeh ° lderS ' that these important P r °P°sals were essentially ignored or 

42. To add insult to injury, my line manager communicated the outcome indirectly through 
a clerical assistant from the Policy team who had typed the revised document with the 
comment that my manager agreed with my recommendations but that these would be 
added to the 'back office' procedure rather than the policies - meaning in effect that 
hey would not be adopted. In actual fact, the amendments I put toward did not relate 
to back office processes but concerned the highly significant role required of the Audit 
Committee Chair in these matters, in recognition of corporate governance 
requirements. 

I should not have been surprised by this situation, however, as A4e seemed generally 
reluctant in my view to embrace best practice in these affairs. An example of this 
weakness was the euphemistic naming of the whistle-blowing policy and process 
(which all responsible organisations make available to their employees in line 
with governance requirements and the statutory protection afforded by the Public 
Interest Disclosure Act) as the A4e 'Confidential Reporting' policy. 

A4e did have arrangements in place through an organisation called Public Concern at 
Work. This allowed staff to raise concerns in confidence and with anonymity if thev 
so wished via a dedicated telephone line. In practice, few enquiries were ever 
channelled through this source and the use of this facility was quite minimal In 
addrtion, access to the A4e Confidential Reporting policy was not well publicised- A4 
size posters being barely visible in A4e offices that I visited, and awareness of' the 
availability of the whistle-blowing process was quite poor in many locations. 

Whistle-blowing matters were occasionally brought to my attention after messages 
were left by employees on a dedicated telephone held within the head office in 
Queen Street, Sheffield, including two situations in which I was asked to investigate 
allegations from employees who had resigned from their positions within A4e after 
complaining of heavy workloads, stress and inappropriate behaviour from colleagues 
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6. I was also asked to investigate concerns reported by aggrieved A4e staff workinn *» 
the Careers Information Advice Service within Her MaiestVs Prte™ i <f Z 9 

r 25 smr s ; n perf " — r: n ■ — 

non-ava.lab.lity of funding units that were conveyed to them bv their iiZ ™„ • 
the A4e Justice Division, leading to poor morate among staff " 

' m^ 6 ' fraU l '"T" 931 ^ by my team related to i° b "*am« at Woolwich and 
Merton regarding the process for obtaining evidence on a contract ca Jri rl7« ♦ 
Work, and this highlighted a number of questions 2^SS^SS n 
respect of the validation and recording of job outcomes on that Zfact A^T 
-nvestigated in this review had resigned from A4e ^!££X^Z^ 

rnyTvSs^r^r^ ~ 
stxssssas on ,he Ga,eway to w - — — — 

' ^ e o?4^! la, e T'T h rS 7 r6 n °' r6qL,ired 10 Si9n Job ° utaome e ^ence forms 
(F054S) to confirm that cf.ents were working 16 hours per week or that the tab 
was expected to last a minimum of 13 weeks; rtnattnejob 

• the non-removal of claims that had not been validated by A4e- 

• the risk to A4e reputation where contact was made by teams within the 

XSZtS?" t0 Va,idale ° UtC ° meS tha « Sh ° Uld n0t have b - 
' documenS; mdSrStanding by em ^ ees ^ °« the Job Outcome 

' mana96r ' eVel ^ and 

^ eviSnce. * ^ **** °" d ° cu ™"tation and job 

Whilst the Gateway to Work contract provision may not have been the most significant 
achvrty undertaken by A4e in terms of contract value, « was probably indicate the 
sort of .nternal control issues that prevailed within A4e's operations. 

It also became increasingly evident to me on a number of occasions that manv A4e 
employees appeared fearful of raising concerns in the management of contract 
administered by the company in case this left them vulnerable an threatened ^the ir Tob 

sujt srssr a ' so%i soft,/ approach - A4e - «~ 

This was certainly the case within the A4e Risk and Audit team itself, where managers 

2 rSfJ?? TH'r ° f ° fSaniSa,i0n Pri ° r *° as Head 

Audit. Th.s was typified by my line manager's own style of management and the 

pressure exerted on me to dispense with individual from the audit team S e ac ed 

interpersonal skills and in particular communicated very poorly with manage aS 

ssssa but had no hesitaiion in givins ° ut j — ; ° 
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52. A classic example of this approach was illustrated in relation to one of my direct 
reports, a Senior Auditor that Ms Aston had indeed appointed herself several months 
prior to my commencement as Head of Audit. 

53. The person concerned was a decent individual who had clearly been struggling in his 
job role for some time before coming under my supervision. He eventually took ill 
due to stress and went on sickness absence from work but within days of this my 
manager instructed me to remove his office equipment including his laptop computer 
and mobile phone, i knew that this was unethical and took advice from a HR Manager 
who confirmed that this action was inadvisable and could put the company at risk of 
litigation. 

54 However, the laptop was transferred by Ms Aston to a consultant from Deloitte the 
company from which Ms Aston herself had joined A4e, so that he could use' this 
during an IT security assignment he was performing for the company. 

55. On the A4e intranet, short biographies were provided of staff within the audit team 
including the employee on sick leave, who had been appointed by my line manager 
and was described as being a fully-qualified member of the Institute of Internaf 
Auditors. However, it was viewed within the team that this may not be the case and 
that this had been misrepresented on A4e's framework system. 

56. Ms Aston also exerted considerable pressure on me to get rid of another senior 
member of the internal audit team, who had worked for the organisation for a number 
of years and who had extensively investigated frauds and irregularities within A4e at 
locations scattered throughout its UK offices. I refused on principle to do her 
'dirty work', however, or to conspire to remove him from his position. 

57. Referring back to cases of fraud within the company, I was quite surprised in the early 
days of my employment with A4e by the wide incidence of 'low level' fraud that 
was being brought to our attention. A good example was the numbers of emails 
received by my direct report and I concerning issues regarding petty cash. 

58. When I first started with A4e, J noticed for instance one report on fife from my team that 
highlighted malpractice in a London office in which petty cash had been regularly 
misused by a manager for their own benefit including expenditure on personal travel 
meals and other nonbusiness items. Spend by this one individual alone for personal 
usage was estimated at £5,000, much of it evidently having been obtained by 
misusing blank taxi receipts to draw cash from A4e petty cash holdings. 

59. I also recall that cleaning teams had been recruited that were owned by the husband 
of that manager without following due processes regarding tenders for that type of 
work to be undertaken, and that this 'contract' apparently extended to other London 
offices in relation to the company concerned. 

60. Whilst these examples were of fow monetary value i.e. they may not have been 
material in relation to A4e's annual spend or turnover, they were nonetheless 
highly indicative of the type of activity that took place in a number of company 
locations, which demonstrated a lack of accountability and management supervision in 
what should really have been an area governed by routine procedures. 
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61. Towards the end of 2010, 1 took a callfrom a manager requesting advice and support 
as she was working with people regarding the provision of independent living skills 
under one of the contracts undertaken by A4e. She was mindful of the need to follow 
proper process and was keen to ensure that funds were properly accounted for She 
clearly had receded little or no training, support or guidance from senior management 
before undertaking this position, and I advised her in general on the sort of controls 
that were needed as a minimum. This was not untypical of the way that A4e operated 



62. 



63. 



I was even more surprised to learn, however, that A4e was also providing a Money 
Advice serv.ce to clients, given the absence of expertise or transparency in some 
offices in relation to basic office cash handling procedures. 

°/!^ e laSt ' 8Upervised du ™9 m V employment at A4e was an audit review 
of Child Care and other support payments. The Senior Auditor carrying out the review 
performed a data matching exercise using IDEA software and established a match 
between employee details and those of an individual receiving such payments which 
again confirmed the existence of fraud in one of A4e's payment systems It was mv 
understanding that this was being referred to the Police but after leaving A4e I cannot 
recall whether this was either referred to, or taken up, by the relevant authorities for 
prosecution purposes. 

64. A further exercise I managed towards the end of my tenure with A4e concerned a 
follow-up review of an Anti-Fraud Controls Verification Framework that A4e had 
requested the consultants Deloitte to do, some 2 years previously. The A4e Chief 
Executive, Andrew Dutton, asked my line manager to arrange for this piece of work to 
be completed in a number of offices in earl 2011, and she instructed me to supervise 
an exercise by the audit team as an urgent matter. The review gave assurance that 
some of the control processes recommended by Deloitte were in place, but highlighted 
the specific risk of fraud occurring in other areas. "gniigntea 

When A4e hit the headlines in the national press and on television a few months ago 
it came as no surprise to me given what I knew about A4e's poor control processes 
and lack of robust measures to address fraud issues. The extent of suspected fraud 
and irregularity that continually arose and was reported to my colleague in the audit 
team on a regular basis was, in my view, indicative of an underlying culture that said it 
was perfectly acceptable for some staff to behave in this unethical way. 

The purpose of this practice was clearly to claim for jobs that did not exist by falsifyino 
documents, which should have been completed by employers who had legitimately 
engaged a jobseeker in paid employment. Sadly, as was shown in many 
mves , gations that were undertaken, payment was unscrupulously being obtained from 
the DWP on behalf of A4e for jobs that did not actually exist. The objective behind this 
malpractice was simply to receive cash in the form of bonus payments from 
A4e, despite the fact that those employees who committed this act must have known 
it to be wrong. This then generated a bonus payment for the employee who 
perpetrated the fraud and, if their irregularity was discovered, they could resign from 
their job with A4e in the knowledge that no further action would probably be taken 



65. 
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67. In many ways it surprises me that an organisation such as A4e should continue to 
prosper as it has done in the welfare-to work sector, employing over 3,300 people in 
the UK and globally, given its evident immaturity as an organisation and its lack of 
effective corporate governance, risk management and controls. 

68. Nor does it surprise me that A4e knew about potential fraud and the failures bv 
management to control it for three years, as reported recently in the press I am 
however, surprised that the DWP should receive assurances from A4e that it had not 
uncovered major issues. 

69. In spite of apparent assurances that may have been given by the organisation, my own 
expenence as Head of Audit was that whilst ostensibly stating that it took any 
allegations of fraudulent or illegal activity seriously, the company's actions did not 
match that stance. Nor could it be described in any way as taking a 'zero tolerance' 
approach to these matters. 

70 I would also question whether 'significant enhancements' had been introduced by the 
company following previous fraud that had been carried out some 3 years previously 
as reported recently. If this had indeed been the case, I would have found it 
extremely odd that the numbers of suspected frauds and irregularities should continue 
to prevail and increase, as was the case at the time of my departure from A4e in 201 1 

71 . It would be informative to ascertain the actual numbers of such occurrences in recent 
years, which could easily be obtained and established by reference to the fraud 
register maintained within the internal audit department. I believe that this would 
confirm that there were significant numbers of these events arising in the last year or 
so alone. 

72. As stated in the audit report issued in 2009, a conclusion reached was that such 
activity was not confined to one particular geographical area. This was still the case a 
couple of years later when I had responsibility for the audit team - in essence nothing 
had changed. ' * 

73. From my own perspective, when I reported on suspected frauds occurring within the 
organisation, I received little if anything back by way of management feedback or 
assurance that such behaviour was being dealt with appropriately and control 
failings rectified. Similarly, where I made recommendations to tighten controls or 
strengthen policies and procedures, my advice was not heeded. If my concerns had 
been taken on board, the present situation could have been avoided. 

74. Whilst internal audit were fighting fires by carrying out these investigations similar 
efforts were also being made by information security management to deal with 
constant breaches of confidential information, data losses and a failure to protect 
clients' personal information, that were equally unacceptable. 

75. In my professional opinion, the frauds and irregularities that arose within A4e 
were not confined to particular contracts or locations and were not isolated incidents 
but were a direct consequence of the type of behaviour and culture that prevailed 
within the company and was allowed to continue, and to that end it could be 
said with some justification that this activity was systemic within A4e operations. 
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Working Links (Employment) Ltd 

76. 



77. I 



(started at Working Links (WL) in May 2007 and was employed as Head of Internal 
Audit until I was made redundant in June 201 0. 

I achieved outstanding performance from the outset with WL and totallv 

bTsedTnf ? ^Si** fUnC,i ° n ' transf ° rmin 9 i( from a active compli 
based un.t, wh.ch d.d httle more than carry out data accuracy and quality checks on 
contacts undertaken for the DWP, into a forward-thinking service tha : on 
s.gnrficant risks and added value to the entity and its stakeholders. 

78. However, fraudulent activity was occurring way before my employment with WL and 
featured I contmuously whilst I was building an effective internal audit fTc k^and 2 

toTtim " 7° " " d P ° ,ent ,hrea ' t0 the reputati0 " ° f fhe -ganisation SVougJ 
to the time of my removal from the company in June 2010. 

?9 ' sLTnT' l W ,M br0U u 9ht f ° my atten<i0n by finance staff ™« leagues in the 
Bnghton area that there had been fraudulent activity in that location for sometime 
indudmg payments made by a consultant from that office to a landlord using WL 

80. I was also aware .hat there was more malpractice being committed in Brighton but 
no matter how hard I tried to address this, I was me. with a huge stone S, by 
management, as one excuse and barrier after another was placed in my wa to 
prevent me from investigating the problem. y ay to 

81 . Fraud and irregularity became so extensive and disruptive to the work of the internal 
audit team, which only consisted of 2 permanent members of staff (a Sen or Audito 
and myself), that by May 2008 we were both suffering from «hauJ?«?2^S 
to the immense physical demands being placed on us as we chased such inc dents at 
many locahons across England, Scotland and Wales. incidents at 

82 IS 8 T S °^ d . ,hat by S ^ 20 °8 i« reached the farcical situation over a 

the Te Til T in ^ W0U ' d arran9e t0 Carry 0U < «* ^e Midlands 

then be requ.red to hash.y divert to Brighton (including flights being booked) only To 

hen be instructed by my line manager to urgently change our plans to' Wales 
V ^ pri ° ri,ieS CWeraSe " ^ ~- ^ L^-tn 

83 SJ2 T ° f ?. ri ' 20 ° 8, my C0Nea9Ue and ' had reached me| Wown and we were 
unable to complete any routine audit work due to constant pressure to investigate 

o5Sn° r f aUd ' W ° rkinS ' ate h0UrS after "°™ a ' «*» hours on many 

occas.ons, whilst staymg in hotels in locations remote from our home addresses 

hearth IT , K ^ mana96r 3nd COmP ' Sined M h0W ^ ™* *S£Z 
health and well bemg, and how stressed we were becoming, he agreed" but 

then commented that he was also stressed himself. 

84. In mid-May 2008 I took the courageous step of taking this up directly with the WL 
Managing Doctor at the time, Keith Faulkner, emailing him to express my concerns 
and receding a swift reply that he took my assertion* » ar v S eh OUS i/ 



85. After discussions with my line manager, Clive Pitts, who was the WL Executive 
Finance Director at the time, I was asked to urgently prepare a briefing note outlining 
the various incidents of fraud that had occurred and quantifying the financial loss as 
well as highlighting the impact of fraudulent activity over the 15-month period up to 
May 2008, including the huge reputation risk to WL that this entailed 

86. I completed a briefing note overnight and Clive Pitts presented this to a meeting of the 
WL Executive team the next day. The report had such a significant impact that I was 
instructed to convert this into a report that I would present a month fater to the WL 
Audit Committee on 19 June 2008. 

87. The report quantified the losses from 15 separate frauds and irregularities over the 
previous 15 months at around £250,000 (this being the impact from those events that 
we were aware of alone i.e. the actual figure would no doubt have been much higher) 
A copy of the actual audit report is attached as Appendix A to this submission. 

88. The types of frauds that were perpetrated within WL mirrored those types of 
occurrences that I have already described in the first half of my statement concerning 
A4e, primarily relating specifically to welfare-to-work fraud in DWP contracts including 
Employment Zone, Progress to Work, Private Sector Led New Deal, and DAF 
contracts. 

89. In addition, a number related to financial fraud, including an Administrator in Brent who 
diverted job-seekers payments (using actual Nl numbers for previous clients) to her 
own son and other individuafs totalling around £9,500. This was allowed to be 
perpetrated due to the abject lack of controls over payment systems and the ease of 
access that the Administrator had to financial systems and bank account details 

90. Perhaps more importantly, the common theme in relation to the DWP contracts was 
that all of these frauds involved the falsification of job outcome evidence to illegally 
claim monies from the DWP, together with the false claiming of bonus payments by 
staff through the company's incentive bonus system. 

91. The other similarities to the fraud committed in A4e were the extremely poor control 
systems in place and the utter absence of any meaningful management controls or 
supervisory checking routines. 

92. These irregularities were not restricted to specific locations but indeed were 
perpetrated throughout many of the UK offices of WL. In my professional opinion as 
was also the case within A4e, this type of fraudulent behaviour perpetrated by WL staff 
was extensive, it related to cultures that existed within a number of offices, and was 
also systemic throughout many areas of WL's operations on DWP and other funding 
agency contracts. 

93. It is fair to say that my stock rose within the organisation at this time, coming on the 
back of the significant strides I had already made in establishing a modern audit 
function. However, it did not make me a popular figure with everyone in senior 
management, not (east Breege Burke, who a year later became WL Managing Director 
in succession to Keith Faulkner. 
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4. For example, after a WL Risk Committee in July 2008 I received a h 

«■ «9hl type of btato Wet WL staff 2, 1 S b ™ 8 WBm Uu. tttove 
excellent people that mwll;r«. 7 33,08 ** 
element ^ w^TJ^JSZ V*™ *** *° 3 

report and my key recom-nendation 3 2 on page 1?*!^££Z" * ° f ** 
en earning tppopk, « ,„ MO0 SB „ „ ad ,„ L^J^SX, ° 

^^^."i^S^tST Ju ~ 20,01 

100. At one of the fraud awareness sessions that I delivered to th P uui •= « 

* £ sSsessssss: 



98. 



99. 
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me at the Audit Committee meetina in mIIk ColT1m, « ee - She even criticised 

of comment in all honesty. | wa^ateo hIS°,f * W3S d ' Smayed at this sort 
with the WL 10" anniversary nartv whirh f™' 65 ° f the cost 

expense of around £ 5u o 000 P ^ WaS ^ at * daggering 

105 - S™!^^ *« - - me time of my 

work at WL after a holiday I would haL t ery ° CCasion that 1 ^ed to 

m ^'^rj^^^^ - WL —hotder Board, 
in Working Unks, tnthj^^Z^^TT"' S ° aPPa " ed * 6Vents 
establish, that I wrote direct y to him exor es l n ' eam ' WOrked 80 hard *> 

a watching brief on my ^SSSS.'T'Z^^r 2010 "* kePt 

within A4e's operations as weS profess,ona ' systemic, as indeed it was 

108. I felt so strongly about events in WL in 2010 that i nor, * - 

(he National Audit Office Howeve^m solirSn * 7 3 Wh,st,e - D,owin 9 letter to 
disclosure and, sadly, this k^^S^'* T 9 * 393,051 a 
of this document for the Commiw . f fivered " For th e «wrd I attach a copy 
extreme, ^^Z^Z^ * "* ' ^ 

m ^tcix^i^r 86 of 9overnmen ' - — *«* 

governance «d U^^^^ JaT'^'^ in3deqUate Corpora,e 
and bonuses etc paid to thoseTha, hea iuot^l h the f ° rm of sa,arfes 

multi-billion pounds scandal P ' or 9 anisat '°™. In short, I see it as a 
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WORKING LINKS AUDIT COMMITTEE 19 JUNE 2008 

1- INTRODUCTION 

1 ' 2 ISf ^fJWeflnfl note was forwarded by the HIA on 15 Mav 20DR 
2. SUMMARY 

K eteTsSSSi. 6 bUSmeSS ° f ' 0SSeS due to *~ irregu-arities 
SclZXnL i Tn1heX e DP P Tf nte , d re9ardl ' ng these fences 
Seven key recommendations are raised bv th* u M w «j , * 



2.1 

2.2 

2.3 

2.4 



3. MANAGEMENT RESPONSE 

3.1 



3.2 



within the attached report at pages 5 to 8. 
4. RECOMMENDATION 



4.1 



2. 

2.1 



BRIEFING NOTE FOR CLIVE PITTS ON 15 MAY 2008 

UPDATE REPORT FOR THE EXECUTIVE TEAM ON VARIOUS FRAI in<s 
AND CONTROL ISSUES ETC ARISING WITHIN WORWNG^UNKS. 

1. BACKGROUND 

1.1 This note summarises the various frauds, irregularities and other 
control issues that have arisen in the past 15 months or so highlSte 
bnefly the basic control problem in each case, quantifies wh 2 
possible the volume involved or losses incurred by VtertdZSteSS 
fina ly summarises the issues that need to be "esolved^in order to 
tighten internal controls across the company moving forward. 

SUMMARY OF FRAUDS AND IRREGULARITIES ARISING 

A number of frauds, irregularities and instances of malpractice have 
now come to internal audit's attention since February P |o07 Thl 
details of each matter (investigations and allegations etc) are 
summarised at Appendix A to this report. ' 

LlLr diffiCU " ^ t0 Calculate the overa ' 1 'eve' of repayment (or 
potential repayment) resulting from these frauds etc. but collecE the 

SSL"* f f eSS ° f £250 ' 00 ° and 0f course Ms InduSIftS 
matters that have come to management's attention. In addition there 

SLS C ° h S anS "! g fr ° m th6Se maters ' not ,eas1 the impaS upon 
f^nTauM fTT"* mana p ment ' s time, and the d.Version" of 
internal audit from its primary focus on planned review work and 

anri £T r ' 6 ' mportant, y' as the n ^bers of such matters increase 
and the Company expands, there is a significant risk of damaae tothP 
reputation of Working Links (WL) from such events 9 

as7oT W 7 ° f tyP6S ° f iSSU6S emerging from these investigations is 

. Patterns of fraudulent activity that prevail throughout a variety of 
locations ,n the UK, including primarily the falsificatibriSfme 
records on contracts undertaken by WL and the continued 
incidence of the malpractice of forging the signatures ofdfents 
or Employers' representatives. nis 

* of Xtr Ztlr ak C ?H r0lS in feSpect ° f the °P eration of a ™^ 
of contracts including poor accountability and ineffective 

management control. eowe 

• The tendency of the performance-related bonus system to in 
many cases drive inappropriate behaviour including fraud and 
malpractice rather than the controlled and more ethkS 
achievement of contractual performance 



" man^rn^oTbl^" 3 ' * '° Cal mechanisms *at allow 
serve as a real deterrent to fraud and majractice * ah ° 

* are jars a a p P s tar re* * 

records is w™EriS£^ °f *? mani Na(ion of 
disciplinary acta? wiH ,£ ^ an K d '^certainty that 
individuate : This coM SZ£^fSSP f ^ mr f ° 
more "public" example ofthe nrosSof ^ ^. makin 9 ■ 
this occurs within WL. '° US Won 9 do| n9, where 

' h IK^S^ and — involved 

adherence S^iSSSSi C ° ntraCtUal ° b,igations and 

' c T om P ,ian e ce i^Kit ^r^Tr ° n « 

' «^ audit, which exists 

to managemen? o the obusLTS 8 ,nde P? ndent assurance 
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3.5 



3.6 



3.7 



' i£* ft T^ underetandi "9 of the main 
comracte within WL so that managers and staff are better n| ac ed 
fo enable stronger controls to be applied to these operaLs 

• A need to provide basic fraud awareness to relevant staff to atart 

• The development of a more robust fraud response ptan so rr, a , 
3. KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following key recommendations are raised by internal audit- 

cTeaf ,0 T n hVco?d\e1u^ ^ «K nSe 

3 2 s^ecf rSJ'any i^n" ^ CUrrenfly ° perated ^ be 
^uujeui lu review and if necessary overhaufpH ~ 

33 sxrussr t snouw in "" emen ' infemai ™<*m«™ 

contracts should similarly be clearly stated and adhered to 

these requirements is tested by contract compliance adherence to 

man.pulat.on of records and signatures. V and the 

A more robust fraud response plan should be implemented so that *n 



.... 



4 - SSE^* SUB ™™ BY THE C„ E P 
Prepared by Bri,n R.I.- -- f.^^ nm .„ 

Introduction 

^satirtr numb r f issues — - 

terms of the specie project ? but afso S? r^ ™ kfn 9 9°°d progress in 
eradicate, as far as we U ft h^fi ^J™** * 

h^S^STof'Ss^r ^ — "dations 

highlights some of the specific m^cLffiJ ^° that A PP endi * A 
been or are being nave 
some of them are being carried out riaht now ? f f d ,nvest| 9a«ons, and 
about each of these L InlesSnl IZl C '° Se COntad with Eddie 

Response to Key Recommendations J^BJ ^^»C*0« I 

" a^f^'o^ •«•«* P osi«ve change 

consequences of fZchSZ JSST Pe °f le un *«*n«* the 
consequences. Traudu,ent a«*vity and publicise those 

° i^XS commendation. We aiready 

safes 

—duient aSSnd tTOKM5S 

° h^eTeSlS a P dS h ' CiSe r real c — fences of 

regiona, .an^S^ S S at a " ° f « 

° IKA^^BK™ of these 
and Publicity Director ah™,? !L^7 "? ta,k,ng to our Malting 
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o And on this final note, I am not at all clear that this is a 
prevailing culture'. I do believe that there is an indust™ wide 
challenge around some of these practices, and we coSd 

a 2ff U ^ ? " Sthy d0CUment on how tha < has oLS 
but | also believe that we are dealing with issues properly ' 

S ^ T, 3 ^' USi " 9 the P hrase 'Prevailing culture' is that 
this sort of label sticks on everybody, and I believe that !2 
majority of our people are doing an excellent job wfth hones v 
we found work for over 12,000 people last vear »nH 1 r t? r ty " 
we need to take care with ihe taSS?C^le * 
o Nevertheless I fully agree with Eddfe's clarity in terms of 
eradicating the problem, and a central plank of thaTwSe the 
production of an Ethical Code of Conduct. Some of mv 
colleagues on the Executive Team are currently worSg on ftfe 
document, wh,ch we feel will support the behavioura elemenS 
we wtsh to promote throughout our organisation. ThJwKe Jn 
over-arching code that will link in with other relevant HR J5 
operational po/icies. and which will ^Sfh?SlSnS 

that °1~ TP^S? With th ° se policies - * «• cunw%SSS 
that a draft Eth,cal Code of Conduct will be readv for 
cons.derat,on at the Executive Team on 3 July 2008 * 
o I also fully support the drive to be the "best in class" in terms of 
dea mg with this challenge. We have been and wl continue to 
be fully open with DWP on this matter, and only recSv we 

we St wi?h I" 30 " ^ ° ePM ^ 

we dealt with an issue we had in Hackney, that involved us 

repaying around £15k to the Department involved us 

° in?!' 6 f ,S0 raiSSS f risk t0 our rep«*fon in terms of newspaper 
interes m some of these activities. We are very alert to Xrfek 

^Sfr Ve K ha J th r 6 9re 3 nUmber of ^-employees who S 
ost their jobs due to gross misconduct and have been talking to 

HOTtESSfi* ° ur PR people have defensi - K 

It is well documented that bonus related payment systems ran 

a/S 5 - ^ reViS , W ° Ur b ° nUS S * stem ^ VelThe Astern 
of the year " ' " be reviewe d towards the end 

Il h jh k a th ! b ° nUS SyStem has served us we 'l wer the past year 
and has dnven an excellent year's performance. P V ' 
Interestingly some of the cases highlighted in the report ore daf* 
ourbonus system which was introduced across tKm^t 

a M nd thtin !h at We t sh r ou,d kee P *e bonus system for this year 
and tighten the controls with the support of our audit team 



O 



o 



o 



location identified a fa^Ld - f SJ ? 6m ,n ° ne 

Paragraph 3.4 recommends that we clarifw u * 

operations and audit y ro,es betwe en the 

we pn,v " ta ,rai *° »»' o« 



" Sing!* 3 6 reCOmmends that we &™V fraud awareness 

o I agree with this recommendation. 

o I have agreed with Eddie that he will put together a training 
package that he will deliver to our senior managers at 2 
meetings in the coming months. 

o Following these training sessions, we will ask managers to roll it 

thlt t t 6ams and then ensure tnat a » P e °P'e sign off to say 
that they have seen and understand our Anti-Fraud and 
Corruption Policy. 

' Tesponsfplan 7 reC ° mmends that we ^P^ent a dear fraud 

o We have a Fraud Policy and a Disciplinary Policy that cover 

how we deal with most of the issues that have been raised 
o do agree that there can be a blurring of responsibilities and 

this may be inevitable depending on the scale of any alleged 

fraud, and indeed how it has been identified 
o On this basis I would be very happy to review how we respond 

to .ncidents wrth Eddie and our HR function. 

lymr^^l (I Wm f~* /~\ I 1 1. 

" wt k him e n^h PrePared by Eddie Very Serious| y and wi » w °rk closely ^ ' 
with him oyer the coming months to address the issues raised 

™ZT£iZ«i™ working we " t09ether t0 address many of the 

" hhv^T We IT*. 3 f " Umber of good P ractices in P lac e «hat support our 
™ t0 f ad,cate ^ud. Some of these have only recently been 
produced such as Regional self assurance procedures and la ntw 
model to process evidence. I am keen to review these with Eddie and 

senses :r managers to ensure ^ - -p-^ - 

- I do not believe that we should overhaul our bonus system at this time 
However, we do review it each year and I would like input f om EdSfe 
tnl r reVI9W - ' d ° 8gree h0Wever that care sn ™' I be Sen wf h 
checks V 9enera " y 3nd that We Sh0Uld continue to ^Prove our 

■ I fully support the drive to heighten awareness across the business in 
a controlled way and am working with Eddie to roll out a tracing plan 
starting with our senior managers. 9 P 

" J^ r& IT™' ™ a risk 0f adverse P ublicit y nittin 3 the press, we are alert 
to rt and our PR people have defensive briefs prepared 

' ^ ee T h t0 ,3ke ° are the ,angua 9 e we use whe " baling with this 

C£5'y maJ ° Pe ° P,e d ° an excel ' ent job and behave 
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Appendix A 

SUMMARY OF FRAUDS AND IRREGURITIES ARISING 
1- Brighton (Feb 2007) 

matter was placed in the hands of thf p f emp '°y ee ,eft «» company, the 
Community Service X,e It^a^h!? ^ ^T^' received a 
•nvestigation or knowledge of the i^Jf^ '^olvement in this 
subject of further allegations A^^Ee^ » is c ^ntly the 

2. Investigation of P2W contract in South Wales (Feb 2007) 

challenging these claims an I reel S th fUrther exam ™tion and 
some £32,000 was repSd to!he S ° am ° UntS 0Verpaid ' ul «™tely 

3. investigation of the EZ LP Contract in North Wales (Aug 2007, 

by some WL staff. 9 he b ' 0ck s ' 9nin 9 of JObseekers' signatures 

^V£^^^ : ^ r ™ on CE C, aims 
Continuous Engagement c£ Tte Z oTthf ed ° f EZ L <™ Parent 
whether other Consultants had engagedln thS pSdS. ^ detem,ine 

widespread, linked to pressure f?om uJT ^ EZ ° ontract was feirly 
together with ailegationsTa^ 

^^SZ£^ D t Mana9in9 Director ' a -P«" 3 that 
she was not the on! ZnpSeSZ Z« ^ d ° S °' but hi 9™9hted tha 
stated was fairly endemTc * 3d en9aged in this P racti <*s, which she 

WS^^ - t a wider review of the 

ffii^Ear of fhe ma ™ ^tRSK 




4. Brent Personal Job Account (PJA) Payments Fraud (Aug 2007) 

SnfSK'SJS 3 U fr Wn PerS ° nS bv a " AdmSato? 
of that employee L " ,nC ' Uding payments of £3 - 500 *> the son 

5. Glasgow Progress to Work (P2W) Investigation (Nov 2007) 

cautioned on the day of their visit. Consultants, who they 

Ksc srsrs K:r the 2 consu,tants ^ 

existent) records. y P r (and In some instances non- 

6. Birmingham Purchasing Letters Fraud (Jan 2008) 

followed by goods obtained from a fultheTSL ^ ' D ' X ° nS ' C '° Se,y 
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S^Sl'of 8 T" 9 *" involvin 9 ,he " ,rom »«iO"s store, of me Areadta 

consultants Ta^WaTke 7™ tL m* {* pr °9 ressed ™ our external 
abandoned 'by WL ™ 6 USe ° f P urchasin 9 '<*ers has now been 

L" Xr ^ ^ FraUd etC " < referred to **Wd audit by CP on 30 

After failing to attend a formal meetinq in February ?nnn th^ ^ , 
summarily dismissed from his employment. * emP '° yee Was 

8. Further Fraud at Hackney relating to the PSLND contract (March 2008) 

wmmm 

businesses and also Jobseekers). statements (from WL employees, 
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The TW investigation has concluded that there is evidence to show that the 
particular Consultant has committed fraud in relation to a number of 
Jobseeker files. The manager leading the investigation, Frank Nesbitt, who 
has expert witness status for these types of cases, has prepared a file of 
evidence and he urges that this should be handed to law enforcement for their 
attention and follow-up investigations. 

TW have stated in their report that this would bring the individual concerned to 
the courts for his criminal actions and also send out a clear message to all WL 
Consultants that other similar acts will not be tolerated. 

Whilst criticism of WL management falls outside TW's remit in this review, it is 
nonetheless suggested that more stringent controls and role definition should 
be applied throughout contractual obligations on contracts involving 
governmental finance. 

9. Previous Fraud in Hackney (2007) 

It is also of concern that the above-mentioned investigation has highlighted 
that a previous locally led internal investigation, covering similar concerns to 
those detailed above, had been undertaken about a year earlier. Internal 
audit has identified that these matters were not brought to a conclusion by 
regional management. 

10. Deprived Area Funding (DAF) contract in Glasgow (March 2008) 

An internal audit examination in Glasgow has highlighted extremely weak 
control procedures regarding the DAF contract that was operated up to the 
end of March 2008, including a lack of accountability, a complete absence of 
managerial checks, several concerns regarding the reliability of job evidence, 
and the appropriateness of spend on this contract. Internal audit have also 
identified a number of instances of inconsistencies regarding Client signatures 
on contractual paperwork, with similar patterns emerging to the previous 
investigation of the P2W contract in this location. 

Whilst it is difficult to be precise at this stage, our review would suggest that 
repayments of around £150,000 may be required on a contract valued at over 
£1 million. Despite this value, this contract had been perceived locally as a 
"small contract". 

11. EZ Contract in Scotland (March 2008) 

A review of the EZ contract records in Glasgow has revealed similar problems 
in relation to Client signatures and the reliability of job evidence. Whilst the 
extent of this may not be as significant as the DAF contract, it could potentially 
involve a sizeable repayment to the DWP. 



Furthermore, allegations emerged about potential fraudulent activity involving 
the use of employer stamps by WL employees in order to forge job evidence 
records. Internal audit could not corroborate these allegations but we did 
confirm that procedures regarding the procuring and despatch of these 
stamps were quite lax. 

In addition to the above concerns, the DWP's Risk Assurance Division has 
received allegations of "illegal" advice given by WL staff concerning self- 
employed clients. Internal audit are liaising with regional management on this 
matter. 

12. Allegations of fraud in relation to Birmingham (March 2008) 

Other allegations have been raised in relation to the alteration of dates on 
paperwork and the forging of signatures on records. 

13. Allegations regarding fraud and malpractice at Brighton (March 
2008) 1 

An investigation is presently being undertaken regarding allegations of fraud 
made by a former employee from the Brighton office. TW will be assisting 
internal audit with this investigation. This matter has been the subject of 
media attention from a local newspaper reporter in Brighton. Further attention 
was drawn recently to issues in Brighton by email following the departure of a 
WL union representative. 

14. Further allegations concerning the Brighton office (May 2008) 

Apparently, other problems have been alleged via newspaper reporters 
(including the Sun) regarding documentation relating to an employee that left 
WL's employment over a year ago. 

15. Potential Fraud on the NDDP contract in Haringay (May 2008) 

On 13 May 2008, HR staff at the SSC in Middlesbrough received a 
communication from the Parkhill Audit Agency in London regarding the 
apparent forging of signatures on a Job Entry Statement of Employment 
forwarded to the Eastman Dental Hospital in London. 

The Parkhill Audit Agency is a Local Counter Fraud Agency attached to the 
University College London Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust. The manager 
from that agency is enquiring about the obtaining of services by deception 
undeletion 1 of the Theft Act 1 978, and investigating allegations of using a 
false instrument under Section 3 of the Forgery and Counterfeiting Act of 
1 98 1 . 

Internal audit are currently investigating this allegation in conjunction with 
regional management in London. 
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